We would like to comment on some aspects of the very interesting updated meta-analysis on risk of rupture of unruptured intracranial aneurysms by Wermer and colleagues. 1 First, with regard to the assessment of methodological quality of the included studies, the authors have rated studies as "good" when they fulfilled 3 criteria with regard to design, completeness of follow-up and certainty of diagnosis of subarachnoid hemorrhage. Several other studies have stressed that accounting for confounders such as size and location of the aneurysm and inclusion of intracavernous aneurysms with regard to rupture risk is also an important quality criterion, 2,3 not used, however, by Wermer et al. The authors found no significant difference in rupture risk between studies with limited versus high quality (high quality studies had a relative rupture risk of 0.8 with a 95% CI of 0.6 to 1.1 compared with limited quality studies). However, the extent of quality assessment of the included studies may have influenced the results of this meta-analysis.
